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Abstract 
The benefits of the mentoring relationship for protégés have been a primary focus in the mentoring liter-
ature. Researchers have recently begun to examine how mentoring can benefit the mentor. The purpose 
of the present study is to examine whether direct report-ratings of a manager’s career-related mentor-
ing behaviors are related to boss-ratings of that manager’s performance. In addition, this study assesses 
whether the cultural background of the manager moderates the career-related mentoring–performance re-
lationship via multilevel methodology. Results reveal that managers who are rated by their direct reports 
as engaging in career-related mentoring behaviors are perceived as better performers by their bosses. 
Moreover, the GLOBE societal culture dimension of Performance Orientation was a significant cross-
level moderator of the career-related mentoring–performance relationship. Implications for the practice of 
mentoring in cross-cultural contexts across multiple disciplines are discussed. 
Keywords: career-related mentoring, culture, hierarchical linear modeling, GLOBE, leadership 
1. Introduction 
The concept of mentoring dates back to Homer’s Odyssey where Odysseus, before leaving to fight 
in the Trojan war, entrusted his older friend Mentor to teach and educate his son, Telemachus. The term 
‘‘mentor” has become proverbial for a faithful, trusted or wise advisor. Researchers have begun to study 
mentoring across various contexts and disciplines, including youth mentoring (DuBois & Karcher, 2005; 
Linnehan, 2003; Miller, 2002; Rhodes & Bogat, 2002) faculty-student mentoring (Busch, 1985; Campbell & 
Campbell, 1997) and the workplace. 
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The study of mentoring has expanded substantially since the works of Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levin-
son, and McKee (1978) and Kram (1985), including: benefits of being mentored versus not being mentored; 
choice in the mentoring relationships; differences between formal and informal mentoring programs; mo-
tives and willingness to mentor; gender and race differences; and associations with objective and subjec-
tive career success (see Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004; Noe, Greenberger, & Wang, 2002; Ragins 
& Cotton, 1999; Underhill, 2006; Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003 for reviews). Of particular interest to 
our study is career-related mentoring research in the managerial or supervisory domains (e.g., Scandura 
& Williams, 2004; Sosik & Godshalk, 2000; Sosik, Godshalk, & Yammarino, 2004). 
Mentoring research has shown that protégés receive substantial benefits including higher job perfor-
mance ratings (Scandura & Williams, 2004). There is, however, a growing interest in the benefits of men-
toring to the mentor (Allen, 2007; Allen, Lentz, & Day, 2006; Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 1997; Eby, Durley, 
Evans, & Ragins, 2006). In qualitative studies, mentors experience increased personal and job satisfaction 
(Allen et al., 1997; Kram, 1985; Levinson et al., 1978). Quantitatively, mentoring relates to a mentor’s objec-
tive and subjective career success (Allen et al., 2006; Bozionelos, 2004), as well as job attitudes and reduced 
job content plateauing (Lentz & Allen, in press). A shortcoming of the current mentoring literature is that 
personal factors (e.g., satisfaction) and indirect measures of success (e.g., higher incomes, faster promo-
tion rates) are used as proxies for managerial or organizational performance, with a few exceptions (e.g., 
Eby et al., 2006). Moreover, very little cross-cultural mentoring research exists. 
We extend mentoring research by investigating the benefits of career-related mentoring to the mentor-
ing manager as well as examining how societal culture relates to the mentoring relationship. We first re-
view existing mentoring research to identify why career-related mentoring should be linked to a manag-
er’s performance. We then examine the cultural dimension of ‘‘Performance Orientation” as a cross-level 
moderator and empirically test our hypotheses using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). We also discuss 
the implications of our findings, including how our research may inform other mentoring contexts such as 
youth mentoring and faculty- student mentoring. 
1.1. Mentoring and manager performance 
Kram (1985), among others, theorized different mentoring functions and behaviors that aid in the 
growth, development, and advancement of others. Specifically, Kram argued that a mentor assists a pro-
tégé by providing career-related and psychosocial support (see Kram, 1985 for details of each mentoring 
function). Subsequent empirical and conceptual work has supported these mentoring functions (Allen et 
al., 2004). Our research focuses specifically on career-related mentoring (e.g., sponsorship, coaching, or 
challenging assignments). 
Managers who mentor their direct reports affect significant outcomes for direct reports, including job 
performance, satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions (e.g., Brashear, Bellenger, 
Boles, & Barksdale, 2006; Raabe & Beehr, 2003; Scandura & Schriesheim, 1994; Scandura & Williams, 
2004; Sosik & Godshalk, 2000). Managers may also benefit from mentoring others (Allen, 2007; Allen et 
al., 2006; Bozionelos, 2004; Eby et al., 2006). We contribute to mentoring research by examining the rela-
tionship between the use of career-related mentoring behaviors and ratings of performance for the men-
toring manager. 
There is evidence that those who mentor have higher job satisfaction and motivation, feel more sat-
isfied and rejuvenated, gain a sense of accomplishment and meaning in work, and increase their esteem 
among peers and managers (Hunt & Michael, 1983; Kram, 1985; Levinson et al., 1978; Ragins & Scandura, 
1999). Though not performance outcomes, these often are related to increased performance. Mentoring 
theory (Kram, 1985) suggests an additional benefit for managers in terms of performance; when a mentor-
ing manager develops protégés and increasingly delegates work to them, managers may become more ef-
fective and efficient in their jobs (Nykodym, Freedman, Simonetti, & Nielsen, 1995). Moreover, informa-
tion and support from protégés may become the foundation for a mentoring manager’s organizational 
advancement (Dreher & Ash, 1990). Recently, Bozionelos (2004) found that the mentoring a manager pro-
vided was directly related to the manager’s career success, demonstrating that a manager’s career can be 
enhanced when the manager mentors others. 
Mentoring may also benefit managers based on upward striving (Wollack, Goodale, Wijting, & 
Smith, 1971). Managers generally desire to move up in an organization and better their standard of liv-
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ing. By mentoring direct reports, a manager may expand his or her power base and reputation by pre-
paring them for additional positions of responsibility. Successful direct reports reflect highly on the 
mentoring manager, building the manager’s reputation among higher management (Kram, 1985), fa-
cilitating the manager’s own movement upward in the organization (Allen, Poteet, Russell, & Dobbins, 
1997; Hunt & Michael, 1983). 
In a more recent theoretical development, Ramaswami and Dreher (2007) noted that mentoring may 
enhance a mentor’s own performance. Direct reports may ‘‘pay back” their mentoring managers by be-
coming an ‘‘informant”, providing feedback about the manager’s performance and supplying critical in-
formation about the environment to the mentoring manager. This is similar to social exchange theory and 
the norm of reciprocity (Blau, 1964; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986), where a manager 
mentors direct reports with the expectation that direct reports would ‘‘pay back” the mentoring manager 
at a future date, providing the manager with additional resources to help accomplish his or her work. The 
manager may form ‘‘mentoring networks”, increasing his/her reputation and power. Managers who men-
tor direct reports may be seen by their own bosses and upper management as having good judgment, rep-
utation and credibility, which may result in the manager’s advancement, increased recognition, influence, 
clout, visibility, legitimacy, respect and admiration (Noe, 1988; Ragins, 1997; Ragins & Scandura, 1994). 
Mentoring takes time and an argument can be made for this being a distraction from activities more 
directly related to performance. However, managers are often dependent on the relationships they de-
velop, and mentoring can be important for developing and motivating others. The perception of being an 
effective manager can be critical to job performance, and mentoring can be very helpful in shaping these 
perceptions. As a result of existing research and the theoretical lenses identified above, we hypothesize 
the following: 
Hypothesis 1. Displays of career-related mentoring behaviors will be positively related to percep-
tions of managerial performance. Specifically, higher ratings of a manager displaying career-related 
mentoring behaviors will be related to higher performance ratings. 
1.2. Societal culture 
Societal culture research has increased in recent years, particularly through the use of cultural dimen-
sions (Hofstede, 2001; Kirkman, Lowe, & Gibson, 2006; Triandis, 2003). However, few studies in the men-
toring literature have drawn from this work on societal culture. Although mentoring research has ex-
amined a number of important contextual variables such as race and gender (e.g., Kram, 1985; Noe et 
al., 2002; Ragins & Cotton, 1999) little research exists examining societal culture’s relationship with men-
toring. Consequently, one cannot assume that research on mentoring relationships conducted in Anglo-
Saxon environments generalize to other places such as Greece (Bozionelos, 2006) or China (Bozionelos & 
Wang, 2006). The lack of cross-cultural generalizability has significant practical implications for expatriate 
managers and those who manage within culturally diverse home environments. Moreover, cross-cultural 
studies could provide valuable information for a wide range of mentoring relationships, such as youth 
mentoring or faculty-student mentoring. 
Societal culture pertains to how a group of people organize and perceive the world (Hall, 1973). Alter-
natively referred to as national culture, societal culture seeks to simplify and describe the complex differ-
ences between groups in different parts of the world that have developed over time. Based in part on Hof-
stede’s (1984) work, the GLOBE project identified nine cultural dimensions (see House, Hanges, Javidan, 
Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004 for a detailed review). As with all major cross-cultural frameworks, this method 
of examining culture has generated some skepticism and debate (Earley, 2006; Hofstede, 2006; Javidan, 
House, Dorfman, Hanges, & Sully de Luque, 2006; Smith, 2006). However, this approach seems promis-
ing on several conceptual and methodological levels. The GLOBE project is the most recent study of cul-
ture across societies, and addresses several of the conceptual and methodological limitations identified 
with the older cultural models (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 1992; Trompenaars, 1994). In addition, the 
distinctions between values and behaviors, the explicit reference points, and the process by which GLOBE 
developed and validated its scales provide the flexibility, conceptual clarity, and psychometric properties 
needed for a cross-cultural study of mentoring. As a result we chose the GLOBE framework for our mea-
sure of societal values. 
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Consistent with Parboteeah, Bronson, and Cullen (2005), we used a literature review with theoretical 
reasoning to identify ‘‘Performance Orientation” (PO) as a cultural variable that is relevant to career-re-
lated mentoring. In addition to being a conceptually relevant cultural dimension, the values underlying 
PO align coherently with the practice of mentoring. Below we define PO and hypothesize how it fits as a 
cultural variable to be examined in our study. 
1.2.1. Performance orientation 
Defined as ‘‘the degree to which an organization or society encourages and rewards group members 
for performance improvement and excellence” (House & Javidan, 2004, p. 13), PO is based on McClel-
land’s (1961) need for achievement. Javidan (2004, p. 277) explains that ‘‘[Performance Orientation] re-
lates to the extent to which leaders set ambitious goals, communicate high expectations for their subordi-
nates, build their subordinates’ self-confidence, and intellectually challenge them”. This definition aligns 
well with career-related mentoring functions, such as coaching or providing a challenging climate or as-
signment. Moreover, societies that score higher on PO tend to value training and development, expect de-
manding targets, believe that individuals are in control, value and reward individual performance and 
achievement, believe in direct and explicit communication, and view feedback as essential for improve-
ment. In contrast, societies lower on PO view feedback and appraisal as judgmental and uncomfortable, 
preferring the use of indirect and subtle communication instead. High PO societies value initiative and ac-
tion, believing success is available to all those who work hard and show diligence. Low PO societies link 
competition with defeat and punishment. Based on this discussion, one can see that the cultural goals of 
high PO cultures (e.g., value of training and development, feedback as essential) are congruent with men-
toring practices while certain aspects in low PO cultures (e.g., feedback as judgmental and uncomfortable) 
are not. Given that the benefits of mentoring may be influenced by national cultural characteristics (Bozi-
onelos, 2006), we believe there is alignment between mentoring and the value high PO cultures place on 
development, challenge, and feedback. 
Hypothesis 2. PO will be a cross-level moderator. Specifically, the relationship between career 
mentoring behaviors and performance will be stronger in high PO cultures than it will in low PO 
cultures. 
2. Methods 
2.1. Participants and procedures 
We used a sample of 30,365 practicing managers from 33 different countries in over 4000 different 
companies headquartered around the world. Table 1 lists the number of managers per country. The final 
sample of practicing managers was based on: (a) managers currently working in their country of origin; 
(b) usable and complete multisource data of at least 20 managers per country; and (c) the country being 
part of the GLOBE study. Managers varied in terms of age, gender, organization and job tenure, and orga-
nization level (see Table 2). Variables such as education, ethnicity/race and compensation were not avail-
able for this study, due either to countries limiting the collection of this type of information or to items be-
ing US-centric and not applicable to an international sample. 
2.2. Measures 
2.2.1. Performance 
Existing managerial performance data from each manager’s organization was not available. To at-
tain a measure of performance, the boss of each target-manager rated each target-manager on a 5-point, 
Likert-type response format on three separate questions: (a) participant’s performance in his/her pres-
ent job (1 = among the worst to 5 = among the best) (M = 4.19, SD = .85); (b) participant’s performance as 
a leader compared to other leaders inside and outside of the organization (1 = among the worst to 5 = 
among the best) (M = 3.83, SD = .92); and (c) participant’s likelihood of derailment in the next 5 years (1 
= not at all likely to 5 = almost certain; reversed) (reversed M = 4.23, SD = .93). Consistent with past re-
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search that used the same performance questions (e.g., Graves, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007; Van Velsor, 
Taylor, & Leslie, 1993), we standardized these items (to account for differences in the response scale) 
Table 1. Number of managers within countries studied and ‘‘Performance Orientation” score
Country                              n                                                      GLOBE score
Argentina 41 6.35
Australia 234 5.89
Brazil 80 6.13
Canada 1,055 6.15
China 62 5.67
Denmark 55 5.61
Finland 33 6.11
France 218 5.65
Germany 223 6.01
Greece 22 5.81
Hong Kong 38 5.64
India 127 6.05
Indonesia 81 5.73
Ireland 127 5.98
Italy 65 6.07
Japan 54 5.17
Malaysia 33 6.04
Mexico 123 6.16
Netherlands 253 5.49
New Zealand 157 5.90
Philippines 53 6.31
Poland 44 6.12
Portugal 31 6.40
Singapore 335 5.72
South Korea 55 5.25
Spain 171 5.80
Sweden 75 5.80
Switzerland 87 5.82
Thailand 32 5.74
Turkey 54 5.39
United Kingdom 796 5.90
United States 25,529 6.14
Venezuela  22 6.35
GLOBE scores are ‘‘Performance Orientation” values from Javidan (2004), p. 251. 
Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among level 1 variables
Variable  M  SD  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8
1. Age  42.80  7.19  —
2. Gendera  0.33  .47  –.03  —
3. Managerial levelb  2.03  .89  .16  –.07 —
4. Job tenure  4.16  4.73  .23  .00  .01  —
5. Organization tenure 11.06 8.18 .39 –.03 –.04 .25 —
6. Organization typec NA NA .16 .15 –.09 .07 .11 —
7. Career mentoring 3.81 .53 .02 .10 –.01 .00 .06 .07 —
8. Performance 0.06 2.53 –.10 .04 .02 –.03 .02 .08 .24 — 
All correlations greater or equal to |.02| are significant at p < .01.
a 0 = Male, 1 = Female.
b 0 = First-level, 1 = Middle-level, 2 = Upper-Middle-level, 3 = Executive, 4 = Top.
c Nonsense coding was used: 0 = Business: Other, 1 = Military, 2 = Business: Manufacturing, 3 = Business: Finance, Insurance, Bank-
ing, 4 = Business: Health, 5 = Business: Transportation, Communication, Utilities, 6 = Business: Wholesale/Retail Trade, 7 = Pri-
vate Nonprofit, 8 = Public. Job and Organization tenure measured in years. 
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and added these three items together to form a boss-rating of managerial performance (a = .81 for the 
present study). We also followed previous research suggesting boss-ratings to be the most common and 
reliable way to measure performance of a target-manager (Conway, 2000; Conway & Huffcutt, 1997; 
Viswesvaran, Ones, & Schmidt, 1996). As part of the survey, respondents were notified that the perfor-
mance questions were for research purposes only and that no feedback would be given to the target-
manager for these questions. 
2.2.2. Career mentoring behaviors 
A multisource developmental feedback instrument called BENCHMARKS® 1 (Lombardo & McCauley, 
1994; Lombardo, McCauley, McDonald-Mann, & Leslie, 1999; McCauley & Lombardo, 1990) gathered rat-
ings from the self- and multiple observer perspectives. We used direct-report ratings because (a) the most 
meaningful data in terms of behavior is from the perspective of followers or direct reports (Ashford, 1989; 
Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Bass, 1990); and (b) the purpose of this study was to examine how direct re-
ports viewed the career-related mentoring behaviors of their manager. Direct reports of each target-man-
ager rated the extent to which the target-manager displayed career-related mentoring behaviors on a 5-
point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all to 5 = to a very great extent). Data from direct reports were aggregated 
and given back to the target-managers anonymously. 
Although validated measures of career-related mentoring constructs exist, such measures were not 
part of this database. As a result, we created a measure of career-related mentoring from the existing 
115 items of Section 1 of BENCHMARKS® that were conceptually linked with career-related mentoring 
concepts to make a short scale of career-related mentoring. We first reviewed all of the BENCHMARKS® 
items to identify those that were related to the concept of career-related mentoring, resulting in 13 rel-
evant items of career-related support functions. To assess content validity, an initial pool of items was 
then developed for each career-related support function consisting of the items we had selected as well 
as items from published measures of career-related support (see Appendix of Ragins & Cotton, 1999). A 
descriptive statement for each function was listed with instructions to rate how well the items mapped 
onto a specific career-related mentoring function using a 7-point scale (1 = very inconsistent, 7 = very con-
sistent). Nineteen individuals with advanced degrees in I–O psychology and closely related fields rated 
each item. We used rwg(j) (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) to select items with a high level of interrater 
agreement (rwg(j) > .70) and with a high level of consistency with the descriptive statement (≥ 6 on the 
7-point scale). The six items that were identified through this process were used as our measure of ca-
reer-related mentoring behaviors. This content analysis process showed a strong conceptual overlap be-
tween the items in BENCHMARKS® and existing measures of career-related support functions existing 
in the mentoring literature. 
Scale reliabilities were calculated to ensure the six items performed with adequate reliability ( = .88 
for the present study). In addition, we tested for construct uniformity by conducting a principal axis ex-
ploratory factor analysis using the ‘‘eigenvalue greater than 1” rule-of-thumb which generated one factor 
explaining over 63% of the variance. Item loadings ranged from .65 and .81. Example items include ‘‘Ac-
tively promotes his/her direct reports to senior management” and ‘‘Sets a challenging climate to encour-
age individual growth”. 
To facilitate our analysis of this dataset, we used all six items as a formative measure of career-re-
lated mentoring. Though not as clean or advantageous as distinct measures for each career-related func-
tion, it is consistent with current mentoring research and theory, which argues that mentoring does not re-
quire all support functions for mentoring to occur. Mentoring is not an ‘‘all or nothing” experience and 
frequently has a select number of career-related functions at a given time (Bozionelos, 2004; Kram, 1985; 
Ragins, Cotton, & Miller, 2000). Our approach is in line with Bozionelos’ suggestion that ‘‘a scale that taps 
the extent to which the individual has provided a variety of mentoring functions, for one or more subordi-
nates [direct reports], should be apt at capturing individual variability in experience in providing mentor-
ing” (2004, p. 34). 
1. BENCHMARKS® is a registered trademark of the Center for Creative Leadership.
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2.2.3. Performance orientation 
We used the published country scores (see Table 1) from GLOBE as our measure of PO. We opted to 
use the societal values scores (how things should be) rather than the societal practice scores (how things 
are) as it best reflected the cultural values and preferences (see House et al., 2004, for description of scale 
development). 
2.2.4. Control variables 
Gender, age, and the human capital variables of job and organization tenure were included as con-
trol variables since these variables can account for variance in performance outcomes (Judge, Cable, Bou-
dreau, & Bretz, 1995; Judiesch & Lyness, 1999; Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005). We also controlled 
for managerial level and organization type because the managers in our study worked across different 
levels and a variety of organizations. 
2.3. Analytic approach 
With managers nested within a country (culture), the multilevel nature of our data suggests HLM as 
the most appropriate analytic technique (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Traditional ordinary-least-squares 
(OLS) regression methods would neglect such a nested relationship. Our hypotheses suggest a conceptual 
model covering two levels of analysis. Hypothesis 1 is a Level-One model (two individual-level variables) 
while Hypothesis 2 is a Level-Two model (the published PO societal value score as a ‘‘Level-Two” vari-
able). Information about HLM can be found elsewhere (e.g., Hofmann, 1997; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). 
We used the HLM 6 software (Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2004) for our analyses. 
3. Results 
3.1. Aggregation issues 
An average of 3.67 direct reports (range 2–22) rated each target-manager on career-related mentoring 
behaviors. We calculated rwg(j) (James et al., 1984) for within-group homogeneity for each target-manager 
rated (rwg(j) > .70; average = .92). We also calculated ICC(2) to provide an estimate of the reliability of the 
group means (.65 for the present study) which was similar to other studies using similar multisource data 
(e.g., Graves et al., 2007). These results support aggregation of direct-report ratings. 
Table 3. Hierarchical linear modeling models and results
Variable                                              Hypothesis 1         Hypothesis 2
                                                   γx0                     γx0                     γ01                       γ71
Intercept  –0.211*  –0.230*
Age  –0.058**  –0.057**
Gendera  0.071*  0.074*
Managerial levelb  0.184**  0.170**
Job tenure  –0.008  –0.008
Organization tenure  0.021**  0.021**
Organization typec  0.013  0.018
Career mentoring  0.874**  0.850**
‘‘Performance Orientation”    0.064  0.911** 
Hypothesis 1 = Random coefficient model; Hypothesis 2 = Slopes-as-outcomes.
All coefficients rounded to three decimal places.
a 0= Male, 1 = Female.
b 0 = First-level, 1 = Middle-level, 2 = Upper-Middle-level, 3 = Executive, 4 = Top.
c Nonsense coding was used: 0 = Business: Other, 1 = Military, 2 = Business: Manufacturing, 3 = Business: Finance, In-
surance, Banking, 4 = Business: Health, 5 = Business: Transportation, Communication, Utilities, 6 = Business: Whole-
sale/Retail Trade, 7 = Private Nonprofit, 8 = Public. Age, Job and Organization tenure measured in years.
* p < .05 ;  ** p < .01
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3.2. One-way ANOVA (null) model 
Table 2 provides means, standard deviations, and intercorrelation matrix of the Level-One (individ-
ual level) variables only. The first HLM model is a One-way ANOVA (null) model with no predictors and 
boss-ratings of target-manager performance as the outcome variable. The chi-square test [χ2(32) = 90.45, p 
< .01] revealed statistically significant variation. Rejecting the null assumes that all countries statistically 
do not have similar ratings in performance, which permitted us to pursue our hypotheses. The Intraclass 
Correlation Coefficient (ICC; the percentage of variance in performance that exists between countries) was 
approximately 1%. 
3.3. Random coefficient model—Test of Hypothesis 1 
The ‘‘Random-Coefficient” model tests Hypothesis 1, whether direct report-ratings of career-related 
mentoring behaviors relate to boss-ratings of performance. A ‘‘zero” was meaningful for job and organi-
zational tenure in the context of the present study and the measures were not centered prior to placement 
in the equations. Organization type used nonsense coding, so it also was not centered. However, age, gen-
der, organizational level, and direct-report ratings of career-related mentoring behaviors were centered 
around its respective group mean for meaningful interpretation. The t-test for γ70 [γ70 = .874, t(32) = 11.84, 
p < .01] revealed that direct-report ratings of career-related mentoring behaviors of target-managers are 
positively related to boss-ratings of target-managers’ performance, supporting Hypothesis 1 (see Table 3). 
3.4. Slopes-as-outcomes models—Tests of level 2 moderating hypotheses 
The next model tests Hypotheses 2, whether PO was a cross-level moderator. The t-test [γ71 = .911, t(31) 
= 5.88, p < .01] is statistically significant. PO as a Level-Two cultural variable was a cross-level moderator, 
supporting Hypothesis 2. Figure 1 shows the relationship using the value of the lowest-scoring country on 
PO (Japan) and the highest-scoring country (Portugal). 
Figure 1. The moderating effects of power distance on the relationship between career mentoring and performance 
using lowest (Japan) and highest (Portugal) ‘‘Performance Orientation” countries. 
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4. Discussion 
This study builds upon the developing stream of research examining the positive outcomes received 
by the mentoring manager. We found direct report-ratings of their manager’s career-related mentoring 
behaviors to be positively related to boss-ratings of the target-manager’s performance when tested across 
a large international sample supporting Hypothesis 1. 
A second contribution of this paper is the relationship between societal culture and mentoring. Our 
findings showed that PO was a cross-level moderator, supporting Hypothesis 2. Javidan (2004) suggests 
that cultures high in PO value training and development, and see feedback as essential and necessary 
for improving performance. Mentoring is a relationship that focuses on collaboration, development, and 
feedback. Our results suggest that cultures placing a high value on PO view mentoring as a beneficial re-
lationship between a manager and his/her direct reports, and that mentoring is positively related to boss-
ratings of managerial performance. 
4.1. Implications for practice 
Our findings have implications for the practice of management, particularly for expatriate managers 
being sent from low to high PO cultures. Societies scoring higher on PO emphasize results more than peo-
ple (House et al., 2004), though such cultures do place a high focus on developing people in ways that will 
enhance their performance. Our results align with this focus on developing for performance. We suspect 
that mentoring others helps the mentoring manager build a range of communication and interpersonal 
skills such as the ability to develop others, communicate with others, and give feedback. Prior research 
suggests that diversity in mentoring relationships can increase the mentoring manager’s understanding of 
others (Ragins, 1997; Schulz, 1995) which is likely to lead to improved job performance for the mentoring 
manager (Ramaswami & Dreher, 2007). Thus, we suggest that the higher boss-ratings of managerial per-
formance observed in this study are due, in part, to the development of important managerial skills on the 
part of the mentoring manager. 
4.1.1. Implications for different mentoring contexts 
Mentoring is a multi-disciplinary concept. One area of substantial interest is youth mentoring, estimated 
to involve approximately five million youth in some form of structured or unstructured school- or commu-
nity-based volunteer mentoring programs in the USA (Rhodes, 2001). Though positive outcomes are asso-
ciated with youth mentoring (e.g., Davidson & Redner, 1998; Grossman & Tierney, 1998; LoSciuto, Rajala, 
Townsend, & Taylor, 1996), Rhodes suggests that over 50% of youth mentoring programs do not provide 
adequate training to their volunteer mentors. Attracting and retaining youth mentors is often difficult and 
training is a high priority. We suggest that success in recruiting youth mentors may increase when men-
toring is shown to build the communication and interpersonal skills of the mentor. These improved skills 
are likely to benefit the mentor in a range of different occupations and contexts in the future. While it is un-
known if our findings would generalize to youth populations, the findings suggest the need to be mindful of 
the way cultural context may influence the need for youth mentors. To this end, communicating the benefits 
of mentoring for mentors in general, and particularly in high PO cultures, becomes especially pertinent. 
Similar to a managerial context, mentoring is also seen as an important skill for faculty in student–fac-
ulty relationships (Bigelow & Johnson, 2001; Pfund, Pribbenow, Branchaw, Lauffer, & Handelsman, 2006). 
To the extent that the two contexts have similar dynamics, our findings would imply that faculty display-
ing career-related mentoring behaviors in high PO cultures are more likely to be viewed as better per-
formers as a result of their mentoring behaviors than faculty mentors in low PO cultures. Future research 
is needed to confirm whether these findings can be generalized to the student–faculty context. A similar 
pattern may apply to many types of hierarchical relationships that occur within a cross-cultural (or eth-
nically diverse) environment (e.g., residency/teacher training, clinical supervision). Those in a position 
to mentor may be seen as better performers and indeed, are likely to become better performers (e.g., as a 
teacher, trainer, mentor, etc.) through the development of various communication and interpersonal skills 
when they engage in mentoring behaviors. Our findings suggest that the relationship between mentoring 
and performance is particularly important in high PO cultures. Future research should explore the bene-
fits of mentoring cross-culturally outside of the managerial context. 
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4.2. Strengths, limitations and future research 
Our study has several strengths including a substantial body of multisource data on practicing manag-
ers working in a range of companies worldwide. In addition, managers nested within a country allowed 
us to appropriately use HLM to account for the inherent nested relationship. A major contribution of our 
research is the expansion of mentoring research into the cross-cultural realm as well as a clear articulation 
of the relevance of multilevel analysis for this work. However, our research should be treated as a limited 
first step into this type of analysis. Given that the minimum data collection requirements to enable cross-
cultural multilevel analysis to occur are substantial, our study is likely to be of interest to the mentoring 
and cross-cultural literature despite its limitations. Minimally, our findings may inform those considering 
cross-cultural research by helping them set up data collection expectations properly. 
There are also a number of limitations associated with our study. First, we assigned country scores 
from PO based on country of origin, implicitly assuming cultural boundaries were country boundaries. 
While this is a common practice in the cross-cultural literature, we recognize that it fails to take into ac-
count any within-country differences due to subcultures within a given country. Future research might 
consider within- and between-country differences. In a related matter, we did not directly measure the 
cultural values of the managers of our study and could not take into account the demographics of the rat-
ers of each manager. Future research might include primary measures of cultural values and rater demo-
graphics. We also focused solely on the culture dimension of performance orientation, rather than exam-
ining a range of cultural dimensions simultaneously. While focusing on a single dimension was important 
for theoretical and conceptual clarity, examining cultural values independently fails to take into account 
the interplay of the multiple layers that make up a culture and may give an incomplete picture of the rela-
tionship between cultural values and outcomes. 
Some may view our findings as statistically significant but not practically significant given the small 
ICC across countries in the HLM ANOVA model. Managers in our study seemed to be ‘‘high perform-
ers”; managerial performance ratings were high based on the responses to the performance questions be-
fore standardization, which may bias results. This compressed variance is an unfortunate result of using 
an existing database where we did not have control over the performance measures that were used. De-
spite the sample being skewed in terms of high performance, culture was still related to the career-related 
mentoring–performance relationship. 
Finally, our study is based exclusively on survey data from an existing multisource instrument de-
signed for the development of practicing managers. Data was gathered concurrently for each partici-
pant, and, as a result, we are unable to infer causal relationships. Though better than self-report, ratings 
from the direct report-perspective may not be entirely valid. Future research should use longitudinal de-
signs to determine whether previous mentoring behaviors predict future performance in order to identify 
causal relationships. In addition, our study did not specifically test the construct validity of our career-re-
lated mentoring measure. Future research might incorporate existing mentoring measures, using multi-
ple sources of data, both quantitative and qualitative. Though our connections between mentoring and 
performance are theoretically based (e.g., Bozionelos, 2004; Kram, 1985; Ramaswami & Dreher, 2007), we 
were not able to test the actual linkage. For instance, Ramaswami and Dreher (2007) propose that mentor-
ing affects performance through an awareness of feedback, information, and the political climate. Future 
research would need to test these connections, particularly across cultures. 
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